new work. In this article I examine a very specific use of ethnographic images in two works by the Wiradjuri artist Brook Andrew. I suggest that Andrew's work restages and disrupts the processes by which imaging itself constructs "Aboriginality" and the "other." 4 In this sense, his work both recognises and subverts the role of the image in the performative processes of identity construction. His new works might then be understood as an example of that which Judith Butler suggests is the way performative repetition of "identity" can be employed as a destabilising political strategy.
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Homi Bhabha, in theorising the political agency of the colonised subject, adapts a theory of identity performance to "picturing". The imperative to picture and to take control of that picturing is, for him, a crucial aspect of political struggle: the colonised subject's political demand must include "a struggle for the historical and ethical right to signify." 6 However,
Bhabha and others have noted that, although imaging itself plays a part in the construction and constant reiteration of "identity," care is needed to ensure that the criticality of the activity is maintained. In Nation and Narration, Bhabha addressed this issue when he cautioned that "in the heat of political argument the 'doubling' of the sign can often be stilled." Andrew also turned to the archive of ethnographic imagery. Between 1996 and 1998 he found there a number of photographs, which he then incorporated into three works: the well known (1996) and two lesser known works: I SPLIT YOUR GAZE (1997) and
Sexy and Dangerous

NGAJUU NGAAY NGINDUUGIRR (I see you) (1998). It is these works that I examine in this
article. The political agency that I attribute to I SPLIT YOUR GAZE and NGAJUU NGAAY NGINDUUGIRR derives from Andrew's attack on the ethnographic photographs on their own terms as visual weapons of colonialism. The process of subject construction performed by the ethnographic image is restaged by these works, but in the new images it is principally the viewer's sense of self that is invoked, through the work at first inviting the colonial gaze and then refusing it. It is this direct challenge to the viewer that might explain responses that describe the viewing of Andrew's work as particularly unsettling. Anne Loxley has written of how Andrew's work makes things "tricky to the viewer who may be destabilised by contrary messages lurking within the beauty;" Warren Coatsworth wrote of the "anxiety" that might be experienced when looking at a work of Andrew's; and Hannah Fink described her experience of viewing a work as "disturbing." particular view. In a rare exception, and even here with a twist, he addressed the expectations that are placed on him and on his work. Quoted in the catalogue essay for devil (2000),
Andrew described devil as being his first self-portrait, which was produced in response to constant interrogation about how he negotiates his own cultural and political identities. 9 If indeed the various aspects of Andrew's identity had required "resolution," it would, as Andrew explains in devil, send him quite mad:
I am comfortable with who I am, it is others that try to create a problem for me. devil is a direct response to this idea and that is why I have depicted myself in a psychiatric cell -people often comment on how they think my multi-identity should make me crazy! -but this is about them, not me.
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Devil then might be thought of not as a self-portrait, but as a portrait of Andrew as seen by others; specifically those who regard aspects of his identity as being in competition. While devil might depict a decentred self, Andrew's comments reject any suggestion that this image expresses a desire for a unified identity on his part. His statement "this is about them, not me" demonstrates the way in which an identity is imposed upon him by others, and his view that this reveals more about them than him.
Andrew's biography is relevant to his art making, I suggest, only insofar as it is his lived experiences of attempts by others to impose identities upon him that have informed his work.
The two images that I examine might be regarded as part of a corrective project -but not one that makes visible the invisible subjects of Australian history. Rather, I argue that in these works Brook Andrew is challenging the process of signification itself, and its role in the construction of the colonial subject. He achieves this by shifting the emphasis away from representational aspects of the ethnographic photograph and by placing responsibility on the viewer to resist the viewing position of the coloniser. Despite obvious similarities with the subject-matter of King-Smith and Bennett's art, it is this strategic, destabilising aspect of Andrew's work that invites direct comparison with particular feminist art projects of the early 1980s. In Australia, Catriona Moore described these projects as emphasising the instability of gender categories rather than attempting to recover "an authentic feminine voice."
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From the 1970s onwards, art has been one site in which the women's movement, black activism and gay pride have, at different times, adopted a political strategy of visibility and self-representation, a project partly described by the terms "identity art" and the "culture wars."
As Marcia Langton observed, in her much-cited writing on Aboriginal representation and film, a growing awareness of the manner in which Indigenous peoples are represented in popular culture in Australia has led to increased efforts on their part to take control of this process. 12 Langton cautioned against Indigenous peoples seeking complete control of Indigenous imaging, implying as it does, that there is a "right" way to be Aboriginal or that there can be "true" representations of "Aboriginality." Such inferences, she said, ignore the extensive cultural variation among Indigenous peoples. 13 Both Langton and Bhabha alert us to the fact that assertion of the "right to signify" implicitly reinforces a presumption that there is equivalence between an image and an identity category, which in the case of Andrew's works is that of the "Aboriginal".
Andrew is the child of an Indigenous mother and non-Indigenous father. His work could all too easily be seen in the same manner as Ian McLean has approached the art of Gordon
Bennett; as being a reflection of the self as the hybrid, and hence split, postcolonial subject, and his work understood as a quest for unity. 14 In his 1993 Whitney Biennial catalogue essay Bhabha described the end of the twentieth century as a time in which we might "find ourselves in the moment of transit … [when] there is a sense of disorientation … an exploratory, restless movement." 16 Emphasising the multiplicity of subject positions that any one person might inhabit, Bhabha described an inbetween space as the unfamiliar contingent territory between designations of identity. In other words, the effect of hybridity in the day-to-day is that of living "in the unhomely world," an out-of-register world. I suggest that Andrew's work does not represent hybridity, but that it performs hybridity, providing the viewer with a form of liminal experience. For it is the ability of Andrew's work to bring the viewer into an in-between space that, I suggest, makes these images particularly effective forms of cultural activism.
Andrew's intention in his 1997 work I SPLIT YOUR GAZE was, literally, to "split the colonial gaze" [ fig. 1 ]. 17 This was achieved by splitting the object of the gaze down the middle. Using an anthropological photograph, the face was halved and the left and right sides switched and placed against the border of the work, creating a white space in between. 18 The image structure that is achieved through this manipulation establishes a persistent disruption for the viewer: the source photograph may come from the colonial archive, but Andrew's reworking of it denies the viewer the opportunity to further objectify the subject of the image, ensuring that the viewer must look at it anew. This encounter with the unfamiliar denies the viewer the power to colonise the subject of the image and invokes a particular form of "black signifying." In conversation with W.J.T.
Mitchell, Homi Bhabha agreed with the description of a practice of "black signifying" as "a kind of splitting of the language of authority, and returning that language in a just-slightlyaltered state." 19 Bhabha explained the political potential of this strategy when he added that this altered state "often destroys the calculations of the empowered, and allows the disempowered to calculate the strategies by which they are oppressed and use that knowledge in structuring resistance." 20 Bhabha's splitting does not function within a binary of whole/split or reconciled/apart and Andrew's image has not been split to invoke a split self. It is more appropriate to regard the image as enacting Bhabha's concept of splitting as a strategy, a strategy that creates a space where "the work of signification voids the act of meaning." 21 In other words, the image no longer has a direct equivalence with a particular identity, in this case, the all-too-familiar colonial subject.
When I SPLIT YOUR GAZE was shown at the National Gallery of Australia in "Re-Take," an exhibition of Indigenous photography, the image was described as "a metaphor for the dyslexia of the end of the twentieth century." 22 It was further noted that "on this image the eye can never rest." 23 I therefore suggest that the realisation of the work also functions on a less metaphoric level. In the moment of viewing it can be thought of as an experience of a form of dyslexia: one in which elements of the work are observed, but do not make sense as a whole.
The moment can be understood as an undoing of the colonial gaze.
The inability of the viewer to reconcile elements of I SPLIT YOUR GAZE is similar to that which Mitchell described as being produced by "multistable" images. He used this term for a range of pictures in which there is an ambiguity of the referent, where "contrary or simply different readings" co-exist in the single image. 24 This led Mitchell to propose that the multistable image is in fact a "device for educing self-knowledge, a kind of mirror for the beholder," and that the viewer's dialogue with these images is inevitably "embedded in specific discourses, disciplines, and regimes of knowledge." 25 In fact, I SPLIT YOUR GAZE shares many characteristics of one of the best-known multistable images, Rubin's Vase [ fig.   2 ]. 26 Rubin's Vase offers the viewer a central panel, in which can be seen as a vase, or alternatively the two side panels, which are profiles of the same face, and is frequently discussed in terms of its demonstration of gestalt theories of visual perception. Ann Marie
Barry used this image to illustrate our automatic desire to complete an unfinished image, and described the impact of Rubin's Vase on the viewer as ambiguous, an outcome that results from "the forces for segregation and cohesion" in the work being equivalent. 27 While Barry drew on gestalt theory and emphasised the operations of the optical system, the contribution that Mitchell and others made to understanding this process of meaning-making has been to emphasise the role played by the viewer's expectations, memory and reasoning. In practice this means that when we look at an image of a person we receive bits of visual information, which we then piece together, primarily based on a stereotype, to produce "an identity."
Regardless of whether the acquisition of this form of visual intelligence occurs automatically in the early stages of life, or arises through experience, both theories acknowledge the compulsion to complete an image as an identity.
Once the lessons of Rubin's Vase are applied to the work I SPLIT YOUR GAZE, we can understand how this image is able to simulate an actual experience of visual dyslexia for the viewer -an experience in which elements of the work are recognised, but the work is not able to be seen as a whole. Alex Gawronski had suggested that the work forces the viewer to "stare blankly through the image," but I suggest that this is an inadequate explanation. 28 respect from Rubin's Vase, namely that the white space between the two halves of the face takes a form that is not identifiable as any particular thing. 29 The absence of the (Rubin's) vase ensures that the work does not fall into a simple binary of black-and-white. By refusing the viewer's gaze the ability to switch between two alternately recognisable "identities," the critical agency of the image is reinforced. Given the iconic nature of Rubin's Vase, and its familiarity to many viewers of Andrew's work, it is arguably these modifications that confuse the viewer's expectations of it, and reinforce the image's criticality. What might start out as subversive images lose their agency over time, as familiarity with the image ensures that it too may be "stilled."
The feelings of unease, anxiety and disorientation that have been reported when viewing Andrew's work might, in the case of I SPLIT YOUR GAZE, be explained by the inability of the viewer to draw on "existing regimes of knowledge" when trying to read the image. Not only does the image cause the viewer to reflect on the process of looking, but they are also offered a way of looking differently, a way in which image and Aboriginal identity are not equated.
Andrew reveals the pervasive way in which identity and imaging are internalised when he tells a story of his own experience as an eighteen-year-old. It describes his response to seeing a fair-skinned woman who was also a student in the Aboriginal bridging course that Andrew Then I realised my own racism, I realised that where I come from, in my community they know who I am, but that we also have our own ideas about Aboriginality which are still informed by stereotyped modes of racism -that was a real shock for me. It's really about looking at someone, it's about discrimination. Basically about the act of looking … but it is about the colonial gaze as well … At the end of the day for me, it's about the act of looking … And that can inform racism, sexism -it can be anything.
I wanted to broaden the whole identity issue. 34 In this quote, Andrew explicitly addresses the way in which looking is one means of colonising the subject, not merely the raced subject, but also the gendered. The look positions the subject and, in Andrew's experience, wants to impose a unity on that subject. It is a perception of the irreconcilable nature of multiple identities that might, at times, frustrate those inclined to attempt reductive readings of his work. Warren Coatsworth seemed to attempt such a reading when he described the work as providing the viewer with "a powerful insight into the ways in which existing binary structures effectively marginalise those with fluid cross-cultural identities -the so-called 'in-between.'" she has referred to this use of language as a response to the "muteness" of the image that arises "when it is stilled." 42 Kruger draws on language out of concern that the image is mute; her language activates the ambiguity in the work. In contrast, Andrew's use of text in NGAJUU NGAAY NGINDUUGIRR is cryptic, and cannot be read as a language. For most viewers it will function as one more source of inscrutability, one that renders many viewers momentarily "illiterate".
The Wiradjuri language in NGAJUU NGAAY NGINDUUGIRR and, in other work, Andrew's incorporation of Chinese, Hindi and Japanese, serve as reminders that looking is not a mechanism for understanding -most viewers will see the language but are left to puzzle over its meaning. As Gawronski observes, this "language blinds to the wholeness of the means whereby they resist the stilling effect of identity categories that Bhabha cautions may arise through a political activity of imaging the self. It is also the means by which the viewing subject is destabilised. In this moment of disorientation, in this actual experience of hybridity, an opportunity is presented that provides the viewer with a different way of seeing. 
